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Dear ‘Ms, Searcy:

RE: PR DOCKET NO. 92-235 OPPOSITION TO DOCKET
/7/

As an end user of public safety and/or special emergency frequencies I would’
like to voice my opposition to '"spectrum refarming” as outlined in notice of proposed
rule making #92-235. While public safety interests are unique from other spectrum
users due to the public safety considerations, this distinction 1s not addressed in
this proposal. Some major points of concern are listed below.

The possibility of having to replace existing equipment and expand the number of
transmitter sites puts a tremendous fiscal burden on the governmental entities.
These agencies cannot expect to bear this extra financial burden in this time of

budget cutbacks.
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separations are not practical in public safety applications where a specific
geopolitical area must be covered.

E

There 1s no provision for mutual aid and inter agency operations. Such
operations form the backbone of emergency communications

There is also no provision for eliminating potential interference from existing
Canadian stations.

The time table for implementation of narrow channel spacing will not be
effective unless all stations change system standards simultaneously. This, in
reality, 1is impossible. There are also many questions pertaining to frequency
coordination, ‘

Technical standards necessary to support this proposal do not address a cost
effective method of modifying existing equipment. There is evidence of problems with
poor voice quality, tone squelch decoding, data transmission, and tone signaling.
Tone signaling is the main method of alerting in public safety communications and
replacement of existing equipment would be financially prohibitive.

Considering the many financial and technical reasons for the public safety

community to oppose these regulations and the potential compromise of the public
safety, I request that the commission withdraw this notice of proposed rule making

#92-235,
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' Highway Superintendent :
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RE: PR DOCKET NO. 92-235 OPPOSITION TO DOCKET

As an end user of public safety and/or special emergency frequencies I would
like to voice my opposition to "spectrum refarming" as outlined in notice of proposed
rule making #92-235. While public safety interests are unique from other spectrum
users due to the public safety considerations, this distinction is not addressed in
this proposal. Some major points of concern are listed below.

The possibility of having to replace existing equipment and expand the number of
. transmitter gites nutn a tremendons fiaral burden oan the envernmental entitdes,
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Power 1limitations based on height above average terrain and fifty m!le

separations are not practical in public safety applications where a specific
geopolitical area must be covered.

There 18 no provision for mutual aid and 4inter agency operations. Such
operations form the backbone of emergency communications

Therée is also no provision for eliminating potential interference from existing
Canadian statioms. ’

The time table for implementation of narrow channel spacing will not be
effective unless all stations change system standards simultaneously. This, in
reality, 1s 4impossible., There are alsé many questions pertaining to frequency
coordination,

Technical standards necessary to support this proposal do not address a cost
.effective method of modifying existing equipment. There is evidence of problems with
poor voice quality, tone squelch decoding, data transmission, dnd tone signaling.
Tone signaling is the main method of alerting in public safety communications and
replacement of existing equipment would be financially prohibitive.

Congidering the many financial and technical reasons for the public safety
community to oppose these regulations and the potential compromise of the publie
safety, I request that the commission withdraw this notice of proposed rule making
#92-235,

Sincerely,
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Dear Ms. Searcy:

RE: PR DOCKET NO. 92-235 OPPOSITION TO DOCKET

As an end user of public safety and/or special emergency frequencies I would
like to voice my opposition to "spectrum refarming" as outlined in notice of proposed
rule making #92-235, While public safety interests are unique from other spectrum
ugsers due to the public safety considerations, this distinction is not addressed in
this proposal, Some major points of concern are listed below.

The possibility of having to replace existing equipment and expand the number of
transmitter sites puts a tremendous fiscal burden on the governmental entities,.
These agencies cannot expect to bear this extra financial burden in this time of
budget cutbacks.,

Power 1limitations based on height above &average terrain and fiffy mile
separations are not practical in public safety applications where a specific
geopolitical area must be covered.

There 18 no provision for mutual aid and inter agency operations. Such
operations form the backbone of emergency communications

There is also no provision for eliminating potential interference from existing
Canadian stations, :

The time table for implementation of narrow channel spacing will not be
effective unless all stations change system standards simultaneously. This, in
reality, i1is impossible. There are also many questions pertaining to frequency
coordination,

Technical standards necessary to support this proposal do not address a cost
effective method of modifying existing equipment. There is evidence of problems with
poor voice quality, tone squelch decoding, data transmission, and tone signaling.
Tone signaling is the main method of alerting in public safety communications and
replacement of existing equipment would be financially prohibitive.

Considering the many financial and technical reasons for the public safety
community to oppose these regulations and the potential compromise of the public
safety, I request that the commission withdraw this notice of proposed rule making

#92"2350
Sincerely, . ) N /
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ListAB Town of Charlotte
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-Dur-us. Searcy! | . . ‘ | FCC MA'LROO_M |
RE: PR DOCKET NO. 92-235 OPPOSITION TO DOCKET

As an end user of public safety and/or special emergency frequencies I would®
like to voice my opposition to "spectrum refarming" as outlined in notice of proposed
rule making #92-235. While public safety’ interests are unique from other spectrum
users due to the public safety considerations, this distinction is not addressed in
this proposal. Some major points of concern are listed below.

The possibility of having to replace existing equipment and expand the number of
transmitter sites puts a tremendous fiscal burden on the governmental entities.
These agencies cannot expect to bear this extra financial burden in this time of
budget cutbacks.

Power limitations based on height above average terrain and fifty mile
separations are not practical in public safety applications where a specific
geopolitical area must be covered.

There 1s no provision for mutual aid and inter agency operatioms. Such
operations form the backbone of emergency communications

There is also no provision for eliminating potential interference from existing
Canadian stations.

The time table for implementation of narrow channel spacing will not be
effective unless all stations change system standards simultaneously. This, in
reality, 4s impossible. There are also many questions pertaining to frequency
coordination,

Technical standards necessary to support this proposal do not address a cost
effective method of modifying existing equipment. There is evidence of problems with
poor Vvoice quality, tone squelch decoding, data transmission, and tone signaling.
Tone signaling 1is the main method of alerting in public safety communications and
replacement of existing equipment would be financially prohibitive.

Considering the many financial and technical reasons for the public safety
community to oppose these regulations and the potential compromise of the public
safety, I request that the commission withdraw this notice of proposed rule making
#92"235 .

Sincerely,

,. 7;5?/ Gre
EDDY BARON

Councilman
Town of Charlotte  _ ,
No. of Copies rec'd
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Dear Ms. Searcy:

RE: PR DOCKET NO. 92-235 OPPOSITION TO DOGCKET

As an end user of public safety and/or special emergency frequencies I would’
like to voice my opposition to "spectrum refarming" as outlined in notice of proposed
rule making #92-235. While public safety interests are unique from other spectrum
users due to the public safety considerations, this distinction is not addressed in
this proposal, Some major points of concern are listed below.

The possibility of having to replace existing equipment and expand the number of
transmitter sites puts a tremendous fiscal burden on the governmental entities.
These agencies cannot expect to bear this extra financial burden in this time of

budget cutbacks.

Power limitations based on height above average terrain and fifty mile
separations are not practical in public safety applications where a specific
geopolitical area must be covered.

There 18 no provision for mutual ’aid and inter agency operations. Such
operations form the backbone of emergency communications

There is also no provision for eliminating potential interference from existing
Canadian stations, .

The time table for implementation of narrow channel spacing will not be
effective unless all stations change system standards simultaneously. This, in
reality, 1s impossible. There are also many questions pertaining to frequency
coordination,

Technical standards necessary to support this proposal do not address a cost
effective method of modifying existing equipment. There 1is evidence of problems with
poor volce quality, tone squelch decoding, data transmission, and tone signaling.
Tone signaling 1s the main method of alerting in public safety communications and
replacement of existing equipment would be financially prohibitive.

Considering the many financial and technical reasons for the public safety
community to oppose these regulations and the potential compromise of the public
safety, I request that the commission withdraw this notice of proposed rule making

#92-2350 ‘
ROBERT JQRDAN

Councilman ’
Town. of Cha r&é) bteopies recd____———
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